You say that "erry gave ''testimony that was in flat disagreement 
with Jim Garrison’s (end Harold deisberg’s ) ’conspiracy' theory”. This is a 
combination of dubious statements. First, you do not know what testimony, if 

any, Terry gave on this. The best you can say is you know hat he claims to 

'l 

have testified to. iiext, what is this alleged "theory". You do not specify, '>nd 

ttUtvWyry- 

the reason is obvious, you cannot. Further, if there is a single theory, Tw" 
ana 1, from whet we have both said in public, are not in agreement on it. 
y^jcreover, does you utilization of quotes around "conspiracy" reflect the belief 
there was none? If so, you are in basic agreement with the v/arren Report. If 
not, this is a cheap device. 

Youprrerest this utter nonsense in th- same paragraph, for whatever 
trickery you have in mind: ".. .especially when that same DA is the proud author 

y 

V 

(or coauthor, considering Weisberg’s involvement)...” Again, I ask you to specify, 
and to cite where I expressed such a "theory”. 

"...there is something of a feud between Mr. Garrison and Mr. 
h'eisberg over who should get the credit for discovering Thomley ’ s 'key' role". 
Where, except in your sick mind? And if we are fujeding, how* are we elsewhere in 
youfdrivvel such close cljcaborators? And where did I ever say your flower 
boy who practises personal violence had but a single, one "key" role? Do you 
never have anything feut assumption^ and n°ver have any basis for them? 

"'.'..the press release might even be tte h sis for a lawsuit against 

v £ 

Garrison, J'eisberg and others responsible for wsw its content end rlesse"^^*! 



tF«-£ia_arue to 'tHe press 



u ere, as usual, you invent, with the wit and subtlety of e child 
whistling himself past the graveyard. You have and hsd no b-sis for assuming 
or alleging 1 had anything to do with the cress rlease, in any way. *ou 

v " A 

certainly know nothing at j 11 about Garriesn If you think anyone aveijjf 

hw>- 

hes anything to do with thes#* Further, you know nothing at :,11 about my 
attitude toward them. This is manufactured falsehood, made up of nothing tut 
your vsnon, sickness or both. A'^' 



On what basis do you say Kerry has the problem of proving 
he was^not at a p rticular bar? Of course, know, your oracle told yu. 



r 




«/hile ^ hove no way of kno.vin - the testimony, i do know wh.- t ^arbara told me. 
l presume she said essentially the same thing officially. *ou do not accurately 
reflect it. You are, at least, consistent in this. And she is not "Mi es "Reid. 

V'ith your typical devotion to nothing but honest reporting, you have 
thf defense subpenseinp the nonexistent altar, the thing put together ith your 
good and trusted friend V help and for ths& single purpose 'only, pretending, for 
^11 the world as though you kn©» what you speak of, that it is of continuing 
existence and has been in continuous and reprehensible use. This is intended 

{ i W/ 

ML 4 Tfly and scrupulous dishonesty, effective as propaganda and no less so ss a 
•'•assure of the integrity of Dave Lifton. Eroin here you conjecture, as though 
you have contact with reality, "it will probably be the first time an .-•Iter (sic) 
has become evidence in a court case since the salem (sic) witch trials. It is 
preposterous, therefore, that -eisberg should attempt to fob off Miss Reid, in 
his letter to Open City, as ”8 writer and TV producer". Preposterous, indeed. 



Jib^t < 



to ore sent reality where there is the option oS Eifton fiction. 

’'...she is an old-time friend of Garrison and key members of his 
staff who are responsible for the Taornley investigation. . .",i!hich is tue 
typical Lifton way of saying that years ago, when Gerriesn and 8 single member 
of his staff lived in the £ rench uarter, os srbars did, they knew her casually, 
et they knew hundreds of others, had no contact with her for Jeers, had no 
contact with her on the investigation for more than year after they began 

MdT U J 

fafri g i m.aVti gajj on, and had been conducting what you describe as their "Thornley” 
investigation for some time without speaking to her. ± t is also Li f ton’s way of 
not telling thosojjpon whose trust he steadfastly imposes that contrary to this, 
Perry was her close friend, until he left Lew Orleans, trusted her then, accepted 
end asked favors of her, and didn't discover that she was a "witch" or otherwise 
s bad person until it suited his immediate purposes to forget the past and 
misrepresent the p- st and present. 

Is it accurate to d- scribe Li abler ’s function and responsibilities 



as you do, Since Liebeler» s sr a o? work on the Corami cion was Hew Orleans"? 
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You cert m inly know better. You ere not his defender, oh, no. You merely 
pretend that he did ver ^little and represent him as having nothing to do 
with most o 1 the work he was responsible for, work that ean-ot in -ny way be 
defended. 

Ifour s ssembXy — line for t he crsst/ion. or non— exi stienf ’’evidence 7 

has me saying what 1 have neither said nor b lieved, that Shew is guilty 

because he is trains to avoid trial; that BraMey must be builty because he 

of 

fought extradi 'ion, snd/thst Thornley because he "is not fighting extradition, 
he must be 'pretending to be innocent', and is, therefore, guilty.' fou in- 
lude hers, what is contrary to ray beliefs and ray oft-repe repeated public 
statements or. these matters., and you follow it by pretending to sd ness tour self 
to what you ra lly did with indell. Y 0 u framed him. *ou did it in an affidavit 
the perjury in which Garrison has _§aid and done nothing about. Then you 
conclude this paragraph without reference to this rather serious matter 
with this foolishness, "because Kerry Tfej»r 2 hornley, who is involved in 
'the plot’, gave affadavits (sic) to Garrison, with Dave Lifton, 1-st ’e-tember 
(1967), then this all must have been part of a plot to mislead Garrison.” 

I need said nor believe that, and x know you well enough to know 
how consistently you •sss' are - rong in your own right. 1’ou certainly require no 
co-conspirator. It is as instinctive ss it is constant with you. But again, 
why do you avoid the charge I did make against you' hy do you not fulry and 
honestly tell your audience what you did do, end to heindell? and with him, 
to and about fact of the assassination'.' "hat would have happen'd had Garrison 
acted on your ‘"affidavits”? 

Your item six, your fanciful abandonment of any semblance of honesty, 
has to do with this Reseda debate. You begin it by say in ~ "there is no polite 
way to say it: his statements in this area ate simply a peck of ou* right lies, 
here are the facts (l still shudder when you use this word, Gove), b-ckod up 
by the correspondence from -eisberg s own typewriter . 

'Nj 

If you did have me so dead to rights, ho loj^t in "a pack of out- 
right lie ", h-w i s it yoS\. didn't Xer-x these letter a d g-> v tip 

“ .93 nitt-,7 
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to those so anxiously awaiting your every word? Certainly not because these 
letters are anything but whet you represent, is it, Dave? 

You thenjfcsay the kids ''enlisted my aid in arranging s debate between 
"tesleu/T iebeler and Harold ’.'eisberg. . .1 haloed Harvey Levin, President of 'Roy’s 

Y >/ ' * 

league' . . .dreft letters to b/th men...” Eow ouoint a representation this is 

of Harvey Levin having telephoned ne ana my agrreino by phone, without sn y 
letter! x ou say this was "last Christmas". Lqw -Pi f ton-like a jsxxKxipixBX 
representation of the date pa the first letter I got from Levin, Jsnuery 



16. *ou ssy you "helped dra^ 1 ' the l-?t*er? They you kn#r.- that by the time the 
first 'nes written everything had been agreed to, ev n the topic selected, and the 
date for the debate set. x t was March 22, and the corespondence mads clear the 
school insisted on adherence to this date, with no r - scheduling had the Clay 
Shaw trial coincided. Sven "the format ana ground rules" had been determined 
before your invaluable help was first, from your own account of it, needed or 
offered. 

"The debate, " yo ssy, "did not come off because of sheer dishonesty, 
involving debating arrangements and matters of ,oney, on the pert of Ij mrold 
weisterg in his dealings with the high school group involved. The events 
left >3 bed taste in the mouth(sic) of the students arranging the debite, 
who learned to their chagrin that Harold '/eisberg was on individual who simply 
could not be trusted. The -vent unfolded as f-llows:” Ther follows whet is 
not the case, the typical falsehood being, "In this first conversation, "eisberg 



made it quite plain that he wanted both round trip airplane s^eplene fare and 
an honorarium." As you know and knee, this is entirely false. 1 offered to 
speak without any fee, saying only that were Lieb-lor paid, I'd expect shat he 
got, and going farthur, asking the' students to tell him this.HHixsayxi You 
add, gratuituously, "To As is berg, v.ho was pushing the sale of 4 books at the 



time, a free trip to California was, apparently, 'speaking for nothing’." 

As you well know, my books have never been on general sale, in California or 
■••lse where, were not generally available at that time, ana it was in no way 
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for there to h«ve been a m-eningful return from the sale of the books, To me, 

as to anyone without those special twists of have Li ft on's mind, speaking 

without getting paid for it is, indeed, "speaking for nothing . "hy do you not 

tell your audience what dark, for example, gets for his s peaches? 

You then say what is entirely false, that "the debate arrangements 

were successfully culminated for 3/22", which had absolutely nothing to do 

with what you describe as you "help", "and the tickets were about to be sold at a 

price which would raise enough looney so that each men could be paid an honorarium, 

and »Vei sberg would get his airline fare paid. A^thot time, a series of letters 

arrived from Harold weisberg which were so me what troubling (l/68, 2/68)/' flow, 

J ave, can it bs that with these letters in your possession, you cannot give the 

exact dates'? They are l/_19 / 68 and l/ip® 26/68. My February letter, usted the 

21st, was after your "help", which resulted in the {'cancellation of trie debate, 

of which I was notified by telegram and let ^er^oatey^. f •" " 

Here you go again, ” First Harold wanted to sell his books at the door.” 

This is not a quotation, as the sale of books at s lecture is in no way exceptional. 

I will ouote that part of that letter in a morent. "In another letter he seene d 

to imply that he just might not be able to attend the ©bate, after a 11 T . This 

is exactly contrary to the assurance I gave, es the direct quotation you could 

net honestlv make and say tnia will rfpeve. "He also wanted the school to pay 

v 

(gor his cab fare from his Maryland farm to the Washington aifport. As one 
high school student working on the project put it, they expected Yeisberg’s 
next letter to request * 5 4 for gum’/" 

7,'ith your help, no doubt. 

Then, in the naxxxtsxxxr beginning of February, abetter axxixsx 
tho ght I was p ayi ng I 

sailed in ( end all the time I paj^tB^government for air 1 carrying ) 

arrived from w-ar^ld saying, "I will be sway for ■ bout 18 days. • .Should 

you write me, I will bs in touch with my wife just about daily...” -hen 

you say, "whet was Harold doing for the next 18 days. The mystery was not long 

in Seeing re olved. To the astonishment and outrage of the high school students, 
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to raise money for Harold ••'■'eisberg' s forthcoming airline fare so that he could 
come to California, Harold's visage was Upbearing on Southern California 
TV screens and his voice was on various local talk programs. Harold /ewas* going 
away for 18 days. ’ to Southern California . T/is blatant act of deceit and dishonesty 
was too much for those sponsoring the debate. At i.-.sue was whether one could trust 
anything Aeisberg said, any commitment he made. The debate was called off.”. 

Before the direct quotation you avoided simply so you could misrepres- 



, let me esk^sy 



ent and libel, let me askayou if in all the time I have been making appearances 
anywhere at el /, there is a single commitment I he-V“ failed in kee , for aiy reason 
whatsoever- or even one for which I hove teen as much as a single minute lute? 

The fact is, that nothing, not even blizzards, has ever stopped me, that I work 
around the clock to keep my commitments or those made in my absnece and without my 
knowledge by those helping me. *ou ve.^well know this. 

Eoiver, if this is the reason the debate was c encelle d, you certainly 
"helped'' the kids to lie abundantly and reduntsntly in their announcement, 
for their reasons are as specific as they ere incredible} "The principle told 
me... the school had decided that they were not at liberty to finance anyone to 
come to California to speak or otherwise”. I can just imagine who "helped” 
with these BEstxKxs esact word?, for I was not being "financed" to "come to 

l< 



California" or /any kind of otherwise". "It is very unfortunate that this was 
not brought to my -t tention earlier..." As it was unlikely, for the principal 
was in on this from the ver^. beginning, ■ s the quotes to come will show. Now 
■■'.hot l was dot o was making e special trip out there for the sole purpose of 
making appearance at stsg that school, at the time it selected. There is and 
was never any question about this. 

Nov/ first of all, I did not just go to sunny "Southern California". 

I went first to Chicago, then to San rancisco, and 1 hr 5 to leave Los Angeles 
before completing the scheduled work. I did much more than just m- ke appearances. 

A with all roy trips, this was also s working one, on the ca se in a]^ three cities. 

7 conducted three interviews with T oran Hall alone on that one, and many 
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others with a number of other people, somehow, for all his great skill and 
competence, for all of his diligent work on the case somej equately financed 

by a beneficent father, have had never been able to do these things right 

I l 

where he lived. Somehow, those others wio had earlier seen rial / and Howard .suri- / 

0 / 

for some mysterufous reason ino d/Lubt having to do with the refusal of people 
to trust me because or my "sheer dishonesty" end other undesireable characteristic 
so clear in jour manufacturing), h&d not quite been able to turn this pair^7>\ _ 
ai senw™ o the as- — &ae. My work in both west-coast cities on that trip was so 
concentrated tha jC'i'if] each I actually worked around the clock, in San Francisco, 

■ftyxr 

as you can easily confirm, ending thstxzrsixsrayx working day, with but two or 
three hours sleep fe — ai rifert— ■ b 1 ?rrrs~ v '-- -a4gh± 33 hours after arriving. 



and then got only a nap before having to return to work. 



;ven one with as 



fertile an imagination as you could have squeezed in a single other thing on 
that trip, with all your skilfull manufactures. And I had to and did catch the 
first plane out the morning of February 16, for I had a standing appointment for 
work with others at hone. 

In any event, all this is irrelevant^, save that you have sought to 
ceate something that does not exist. The school had selected the warch 82 date, 
not one in February, and they had decline-; any change, as will become clear, 
before I left on this trip. 

aow what did my letters realty say? In my very first letter, as I 
offered^ 

had earlier by phone, I " tha t if any other group sponsors me while I am 

there I will put them in touch with you for cost sharing, which I think would 
be right’.' Rather than demanding en exhorbitant charge for c cab trip, aid there 
is nothing either unusual or wrong in using a csb, particularly with the weather 
we then had, which had just forced cancellation of all local events, what I 

falU/A fco b P^Y 

sctally said is that I’d hagjL.no - food or housing costs 



-y 'again. 



quite normal when expenses are being paid, and in the absence of a sizeable honor- 
arium large enough to include it, they alv; ays are) and "the only other costs 

, y 

I anticipate are d:8.50 aor getting to the Washington airport and back and 
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about 87.50 for parking, iron where I live, csb is prohibitive." 

From this is is also clear that I wo ,5 flying out for no income at all, 
no gain at all, enei to do nothing else at all, for the parking charge allows 
for only e day to get out, s day to be there, -<nrl a day to return. 

"F -rther to help you," I here repeated in writing what J_ had already 
offered verbally, I agreed to" forego" the honorarium "entirely” if Liebeler 
would. Now here was I, giving up three days at the very least, for no gain end 
no chance of personal gain, flying accross th country v.nd back in the worst 
-^e- weather of the yeat, end there is something wrong in it in your corrupted 

version? (Therein did I have the si ighest can nee of even nominal pay for 

/") 7 

this time? Is 'i t somehow represensible to be paid for work. Yet I offered 

to work entirely free end not even to charge all my expenses! 

I aske; that they not even send me the money, but to arrange for the 



l 



much more 



plane ticket themselves I 'Howl corrupt could I have been? I then offered to keep 
my time for that period flexible, tc help them, and even offered to go out there 
still earlier i^jj they arranged radio ana Tv shows that could build their gate, 
saying "this could help you with your expenses and perhaps yield a profit. ^ 
R^fnember that cutie, "First, wsnte to seel his books at 



the door”. This i = r o.j unTii ' -tw » o d~ di ~ calculated distortion of what I actually 
said, aside from the impossibility of my being at the door and on the stage at 
one end the same time. It is, may I add, also entirely normal that m author’s 
books be offered where he spaks .Autograph parties are quite common. But what 
I actually said is "sometimes the sponsoring groups like to sell hooks. Thi s 
gives them the bookstore profit . A'ith respect to my first thr- e, 1 can sh^j?^ them 
on consignment should you so desire." 

This comes immediatel^before your misrepresentation of whs t I said 
about my being away from home. You were Jpt unaware of it. '.That immediately 
follows is anything but your misrepresentation, "a series of letters sxiiafeinxr. 
arrived..." even for /one with yo ur record quite a protrsyal of «&*-»• angle one 
of 0 single page. The* we r , recall you said "somewhat troubling" and in another 




9 



[entirely nonexistent) .. .h- seemed to imply that he just ass* might not be able 



to^ttend the debate, after all.” 

x ruth is -.vajit? -he very sentence after tne onetes you so openly took 
out of context, about my being away, "if the Shaw trial goes into the^.r eriod now 



scheduled for the deb' te, 1 Jngtit have to be there." i also pointed out that I 
considered it unlikely the defense / ould net arrange longer delays, as indeed 



they did, then and later. n emembsr, the defense had cxcaimed I was part of a 
"conspiracy" to deny Shaw his rights, my alleged part of the non-existent 
conspiracy having beer writing ®S7/ALj)IN NIC ORLSA fs(5’ and I had to assume I 
might therefore be subpenaed. How much more "dishonest” could I be than to 
alert them to this possibility? Could I have bean more deceitful? This was 
under date of January 19, and by return mail after getting theirs f January 16. 
They responded January 23 saying that the principal wonted assurances both 



participants would show up. Shew trial or no Shaw trial, my ^sing a subpense 
witness in his defense or not. My return-mail letter of January 23 began, 
"Your principal is suite right. . .Should the trial include the day of 3/22, 

I will fly to the debate end fly back. Especially because 3/22 is a x riday 
would that be no problem at all. 

You h' ve imposed upon tfye trust of your readers to put in my wouth 



^6rds 1 never said, intentions that did net exist, ft nd have false /said my letters 

say exactly the opposite of what they do. 

In short, everything you say of any consequence about this entire 

cy 

effir is both false and deliberately so. x n every inst' nee you knew the fact 
was exactly opposite to your intended misrepresentation of it. 

Theft you imply that Liebeler would not possibly want to avoid 
confronting me* As a matter of fact, he has, on every trip i^have every made 
to California end in both the east and the midwest, he has agreed to confront me if 



alifornia 

P 



entails to show up, as in Decembe r 1966, when I gave up th syndicated Pyne 
show to debate him on the local Lomax show, ; nd then he failed to appear. On tne 
trip prior to the one in question, I did exactly the same thing, -g- vic - . g iving 
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up the some Tyne show (which effected e change of policy and did later use me) 
in order to confront him on the drone Show. He almost didn t show there, 
delaying the show to the point where it wan not possible to do a second one at 
that time, then corrupting the agreed-to format, and withe 11 was so 

/Ui^- 

unhapoy shout whet he did that he refused to confront the cay fter toping, 

j£y' A 

be fore /airing, on the Stan Bohrman show on TBJ. I have ’written him in advance of 
these trips, proposing wny kind of a confrontation he^Leci^s. x have even arranged 
for one where he had editing, censorship and total elimination rights and I had 
none of any kind, has not once responded. il e is so reluctant to write me that 

he has yet to pay me the five dollars he has owed me since the summer of 1966. 

.•Vhatever the reasons for the cancellation of the debate might have been, 
they are not as you and the letters represent them, are not in any way because 
of any of the alleged demands I never made, not because I in any way at any 
time altered or asked any alteration of the initial agreement, and certainly 

J/ 

not because mere was any doub* of my presence, ray willing resence, or my gear 
of your great and good friend -^iebeler, who you even here, at the cost of your 
own integrity '■or & is that also before t^is gon'e) defend. 



If you cannot recognize in whet you have here done a totality of 
dishonesty like nothing else, then you are a very sick man. 

There seems to be no possibility any of this was accidental. have 
said nothing for two months hoping that after learning what you might not have 
at the time you uttered and broadcast these lies, you might undertake to retract 
them, on your own. That you have no done. This renders you unfit for the assoc- 
iation of people of honest intent, r gordless of their beliefs, makes of you 
a man who deliberately imposes on the trust of others, and I will have 
nothing further to dowith you. This record permits no other possibility. 
u nless you undertake to tell those to whom you have lieu whet the truth really 
is, you will further have damaged whet you pretend to seek, the uest for truth, 
and will have imposed upon them os the 'srren Commission could hot have. 
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While this is an enormous waste of time, it st least establishes a 
record with which to compare your past lies and to eliminate any possibility 
any in th future can be accidental. 




